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Introduction
Norway has long been regarded as a rich welfare state with relatively low income inequality and would therefore hardly seem the likely object for a study of poverty. However, a certain proportion of the Norwegian population does have a level of income so far below that of the rest of the population that participation in societal life most certainly is impaired. In some respects, the persistence of poverty in a country such as Norway can help us to isolate some of the particularly intractable factors which allow poverty to exist even in affluent welfare states. The percentage of poor among immigrants in Norway is much larger than the percentage in the native population so that immigrant status and ethnic origin may just help to explain to some degree the continuing existence of poverty in the country. However, the more crucial question is whether or not this rather high incidence of poverty among immigrants persists even after immigrants have been in the country for a long period, that is, after they have had the opportunity to integrate and adapt their skills to the expectations in their new home.
If one considers both an immigrant's initial adjustment difficulties and the different demographic composition of the immigrant population as compared to the native population, a difference in the likelihood for poverty in the immigrant and native population hardly seems surprising. If one can control for some major demographic differences, such as household composition, age and education, one would expect that an immigrant's probability of being poor would be lower after he or she had been in the country for several years and had therefore been able to adapt and adjust to his or her new environment. One might even expect that, after a sufficiently long period of adaptation and integration, immigrants' probability for poverty would converge to the level of the native population with the same or very similar demographic characteristics.
A large number of labor market studies have addressed the issue of the wage assimilation of foreigners relative to native workers. Chiswick (1978) was the first to analyze wage assimilation for immigrants in the US and was able to discern a positive relationship between years in the country and wages relative to natives, but later studies have introduced various refinements on that main model. In particular, results
in Borjas (1985) suggest that cross-sectional analysis, such as in Chiswick (1978) , need not imply wage assimilation, but might rather be indicative of a decline in cohort quality among successive immigrant groups. The analysis in Borjas (1985) relies, in turn, on an implicit assumption of equal period effects for all immigrant cohorts, in other words, that the effects of economic conditions were the same for natives and various immigrant cohorts during the entire period of investigation. A forthcoming Norwegian study (Barth, Bratsberg and Raaum (2004) ) discusses how such an assumption can introduce biases in the measure of assimilation as well as cohort quality and introduces differential period effects embodied by local labor market conditions (unemployment) for immigrant and natives. That study indicates that failure to take into consideration different period effects results in an overestimation of differences in cohort quality as well as underestimation of wage assimilation for non-OECD immigrants in Norway. While all of these refinements have resulted in differences in the interpretation of the extent to which wage assimilation has occurred, they do not reverse the general finding that some assimilation does in fact take place.
A certain degree of wage assimilation for foreigners in Norway has therefore been suggested by previous studies 2 and such studies certainly give rise to expectations of a similar assimilation effect with regards to poverty. There are, however, some major differences between studies of wage assimilation and poverty that should be noted. Firstly, wage assimilation studies focus on the labor market success of individuals. The labor market difficulties of immigrants are hardly a new tale, so focusing on wages alone does not give us a complete picture of the welfare situation for immigrants without regular work. It also fails to take into account welfare issues for household members that do not participate in the labor market. In other words, wage assimilation does not provide us with the whole picture, because it leaves out many relevant variables, such as household composition and the actual number of wage earners in the household. Secondly, increasing success in escaping poverty does not have to mean that a large degree of wage assimilation has taken place nor that wage assimilation is the only cause of the decrease in poverty. It could be due to improved access to welfare programs or better access to low-paying jobs that nonetheless provide income just over the poverty line. While studying wage assimilation is very important for establishing the extent to which immigrants are able to improve their situation by their own means when they find employment, assimilation with respect to poverty propensity helps to establish the extent to which immigrants are able to avoid very low income in a manner similar to the native population.
Another phenomenon relevant in this context is assimilation with regards to participation in social assistance (welfare) programs or other forms of transfers, a topic which has started to gain some attention within the last decade. It may not be entirely clear just what assimilation means in such a context. If immigrants start out at a lower level of welfare participation than the native population, would assimilation mean increased participation over time or does assimilation mean that immigrants' are less reliant on welfare, regardless of how they compare to the native population? The crucial question in the literature seems to be whether higher or lower participation rates occur over time. Hansen and Lofstrom (2003) elegantly solve this semantic difficulty by speaking of increased participation over time as "assimilation into welfare" and decreased participation as "assimilation out of welfare". In fact, Hansen and Lofstrom need to make this distinction because their findings for Sweden, which suggest assimilation out of welfare, are the exact opposite of previous findings for the US and Canada 3 . Although similar studies have yet to appear for Norway, similarities to Sweden politically and economically as well as very basic descriptive analysis of immigrants' income makes assimilation out of welfare also seem likely in Norway. 4
Finally, welfare or social assistance is just one aspect of the social safety net in modern welfare economies. Participation in social insurance based on rights typically acquired by paying into the social insurance system over time is another area in which immigrants can become more similar, i.e. assimilate, to their native counterparts. Data for Norway, for example, indicate that there are proportionally fewer immigrants on disability insurance than in the general Norwegian population. However, the percentage of immigrants with disability insurance does increase with the time spent in the country, first and foremost due to larger numbers of immigrants acquiring the rights to such benefits through employment after several years in the country (Dahl, 2002) .
A study of assimilation with respect to poverty propensity simply measures something different than labor market assimilation. It focuses on welfare for the lower end of the income distribution and for all individuals, regardless of their relationship with the labor market or the social insurance system. In end effect it combines elements from both studies of welfare participation and studies of wage assimilation, but, more importantly, it reflects the degree to which immigrants as a whole are able to and Raaum (2004) achieve at least the minimum necessary to participate in the life of their new home and avoid potential difficulties later on. This crucial distinction represents the main innovation of our approach. By having a look at how immigrants are faring with respect to a certain minimum in the society, we can better establish the extent to which more specific policies and programs with respect to immigration in general, labor market assimilation, social insurance or even welfare are needed.
While the well-being of today's immigrants appears to have its own place besides efficiency arguments in the general immigration debate in Norway, there is also an efficiency aspect involved in maintaining the welfare of immigrants. Immigrant groups with a persistently high probability of poverty, i.e. a lack of assimilation with respect to poverty probabilities over time, may bring with them any of a number of social woes generally associated with poverty for any group, native or immigrant, be it depressed neighborhoods, increased crime, stigmatization or social unrest.
The paper is organized as follows. The next section provides a basic overview of the data, definitions and methods used to measure poverty in this study. It is followed by a section that gives a general picture of developments in immigration to Norway as well as the prevalence of poverty among immigrants to Norway by ethnic origin. The discussion in that section indicates the need for the more detailed logistic regression analysis presented in Section 4. That analysis focuses on the question of the impact of integration, measured very roughly as the number of years since migration, on the probability of being poor. The analysis based on annual income is also supplemented by an analysis of the situation with income over a three-year period. The final section, Section 5, discusses the findings, suggests possible interpretation and addresses some of the shortcomings and challenges presented by the analysis.
Definitions, Methods and Data
Construction of the relative poverty line used here was based on official data from the Norwegian national statistical office, Statistics Norway, and encompasses the entire resident population of Norway in each of the years 1995-1997. More specifically, we use a poverty line given at 50 % of median equivalent income after tax for the entire population in the relevant time period (one or three years) as described in more detail below. The logistic regressions performed later on in this paper to model immigrants' and natives' probabilities of poverty include only working age (16-68 years) persons who were not in education, but the classification as poor was based on calculations with the entire population. The main reason behind excluding groups such as the elderly, children and students lies with the fact that the income for these groups are determined by forces far different than those of the working age populations, i.e. the pension system, parents' income, and education grants and loans. The income level of such groups is relevant in establishing a measure of the general income situation in the population, so they are included when determining the poverty line, but the different forces influencing their income level would present complications in isolating the effects of assimilation. These groups require a separate and very different approach if one wants to address the issue of their assimilation with respect to poverty.
Use of data from the entire working age population of Norway makes it possible to obtain more reliable information than survey data, especially with regards to small groups. Survey data on groups that make up just a small portion of the population entail a large degree of uncertainty with respect to statistical results, and thus the ability to interpret any such results with confidence can be severely impaired.
This is all the more true for immigrants, especially if one does not wish to treat them as a homogenous group, but would rather distinguish between immigrants of different ethnic origin, as we intend to do here.
Although the individual will eventually constitute the unit of analysis, we first look at household income after tax (see Table 1 ) in order to later assign an income level to each individual based on household income allocated to household members according to two different equivalence scales. Income data is based on official income tax records and as such does not include income from sources like illegal employment and unpaid household work. In order to avoid potential distortions as a result of large losses on the stock market or negative income from self-employment, negative employment and/or capital income was set equal to zero before calculating total household income 5 . Interest payments on mortgages or other loans are not included in our income definition, neither is any attempt made to account for an income equivalent for the value of owner-occupied housing or other differences in purchasing power due to housing costs. 5 In 1997 17,742 working-age persons were members of households with negative capital income and 7,106 lived in households with negative labor income. Only 1.8% and 2.0% of those with negative capital income ended up with the classification as poor with the OECD equivalence scale and the square-root scale, respectively, in our analysis. (Equivalence scales will be discussed later in this section.) A much larger portion-approximately one-third-of those with negative labor income were classified as poor, but this group only accounted for 2.8% and 2.5% of the poor population with the OECD scale and square-root scale, respectively. income is then divided by the total weight for household members and the amount thus obtained is allotted to each member. All household members therefore receive the same equivalent income level regardless of who actually earned the income. It is on the basis of these equivalent incomes that we calculate the poverty line at 50 % of median equivalent income after tax in the (entire) population.
As the example in Table 2 illustrates, the square-root scale entails larger economies of scales within a household than the OECD scale. The two scales can therefore lead to different and even conflicting results with respect to the relative level of poverty among certain groups in society. A Norwegian study of the sensitivity of poverty results with the use of different equivalence scales in conjunction with a relative poverty line given at 50% of median income indicates that the level of poverty in the entire population is generally larger when an equivalence scale with larger economies of scale is used (Lund and Aaberge, 1999) . More importantly however, certain demographic groups can be highly sensitive to the choice of equivalence scale depending in particular on the type of household composition prevalent in those groups. Use of two different equivalence scales will therefore be particularly useful in helping us establish which results are robust to such considerations. Åserud's study indicated that inclusion of cohabitant households should result in a decrease in inequality and poverty. The distribution created by our match-making methods did in fact result in the expected change in the Gini-coefficient and the Ginicoefficient with our 'simulated' cohabitants was, in fact, not significantly different than that obtained by Åserud (2001), who was able to identify actual cohabitants for the sample of the population used in his study. Our data also exhibited the expected reduction in poverty upon inclusion of cohabitant households (see Table 3 ) 67 . 7.3 6.8 6.5 3.9 3.5 3.4
A Brief Overview of Immigration and Poverty in Norway
Immigration from non-Western countries is a relatively new phenomenon in Norway. Net immigration in Norway was, in fact, negative up until about the late-1960s, and it was only after positive net immigration persisted for a number of years that any real restrictions on immigration were implemented in 1975. Due to similarities in language and culture as well as formal political agreements allowing for free movement-also for labor immigration-among the Nordic countries, large numbers of Nordic immigrants have been common for quite some time. Similarly, Norway's involvement in the European Economic Area (EEA) also allows for free movement into the country for EEA-citizens. After 1975, immigration from non-EEA countries has been restricted to three main kinds: specialist (skills-based) labor immigration, family reunification, and political asylum. At the same time, large-scale immigration from non-Western countries first started in the early 1970s. In fact, as Table 4 indicates, the number of non-Western and Eastern European immigrants surpassed
Western immigrants only at the start of the 1990s. By the early 1990s, immigrants from Eastern Europe, Asia, Africa, Turkey and South and Central America accounted for roughly one-half of the immigrant population.
6 Åserud (2001) used survey data on approximately 10,000 households from Statistics Norway to identify and then model the affinity for having a cohabitant with certain characteristics based, in particular, on level of education and age group. We used the estimated parameters from Åserud's model together with address information to predict and simulate cohabitation in the official data on the entire population. Single women and men with the same address who best fit together according to the affinities based on Åserud's estimates were then treated as cohabitants in our study. 7 Unless otherwise stated tables and figures will be based on own calculations. The extent to which immigrants have access to the same transfers and government-funded programs as natives varies according to the specific benefit or program. Child allowance is given to all families with children residing in Norway, regardless of their nationality and regardless of their earnings. Unemployment insurance benefits are granted on the basis of a person's labor market history, and the same rules and rights are in place regardless of nationality. There are some slight differences with respect to disability and old-age pensions, which in part depend upon the number of years in the country 8 . Access to labor market programs through the employment office is generally along the same lines as for natives, and some programs are specifically intended for immigrants. All adult immigrants have access to free language instruction up to 850 classroom hours 9 . Refugees have the same access to educational grants and loans as natives. Although access to such funding is more limited for other immigrants, it is far from impossible. If, for example, an immigrant has worked full-time for a year before the commencement of studies, then he or she is eligible for the same educational grants and loans as natives. Table 5 uses cross-sectional data to illustrate the large differences in the percentages of poor in groups of different ethnic origin in the period 1995-1997 10 . 8 Disability and old-age pensions generally consist of two parts, a basic pension and a supplementary pension. Immigrants and natives are treated essentially the same with regards to the supplementary pension, the part of the pension which depends on the person's earnings history. The basic (minimum) pension, however, depends on the length of the 'insured period', which for immigrants is the length of time in the country. (For natives it is the length of time since age 16.) A 40 year 'insured period' is needed to get the full basic pension. 9 Up to 3000 hours for immigrants with no formal education. 10 Table A .1 in the Appendix provides information on the percentage of working age persons with even lower income-less than 25 % of median annual (equivalent) income after tax. While income that low is Poverty seems to be a very prevalent phenomenon in the immigrant community in Norway, particularly among non-Western immigrants, but the estimates presented in Table 5 fail to take into account differences in age, education and type of household in the various ethnic groups. In addition, those figures are an average over various immigrant cohort groups. The high percentages may therefore be due to a large prevalence of poverty among immigrants who have just arrived recently while the incidence of poverty among more established immigrants may not differ greatly from that of the native population. Similarly, the picture presented in Figure 1 seems to suggest that just such a negative relationship between the percentage of poor immigrants and the length of time since their migration may exist, but, as already mentioned, it too may be very misleading if that negative relationship is largely due to changes in the demographic composition of the immigrant population over the course of the last few decades.
extremely rare for natives, large percentages of immigrants do fall into this category for an annual measure of poverty, i.e. based on income from one year alone. However, Table A .2, which is based on income from a three-year period, indicates that persistent income at such a very low level is also very rare among immigrants. (See subsection 4.2 for further discussion of chronic poverty, i.e. poverty based on income from several years.) 8 9 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 8 1 9 2 0 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5 2 6 2 7 2 8 2 9 3 0 3 1 3 2 3 3
Number of years since migration (YSM)
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The logistic regressions based on cross-sectional data for 1997 presented in the next section can be viewed as an attempt to find some answers to the effect of what we shall very broadly refer to as integration or assimilation. Integration is, of course, a very diffuse and complicated concept which is difficult for the researcher to observe and even more difficult to measure, but it is reasonable to assume, as we do here, that the length of time the immigrant has spent in his or her new country provides a proxy for at least potential integration. Alternatively, the number of years since migration could be interpreted as experience and potential for investment in human capital in the new country and society, be it with respect to language, culture, the educational system, the labor market or the social security system.
Prevalence of Poverty among Immigrants

Poverty Defined in Terms of Annual Income
The relationship between classification as poor and a number of person-related characteristics was modeled with the aid of logistic regressions. Due to the presumption of a very large degree of heterogeneity among immigrants groups of different ethnic origin, separate regressions were run for each of the groups. This allowed for the variables' effects to vary greatly in the different ethnic groups on the one hand, but also resulted in a smaller number of observations and less accurate estimates for some of the groups on the other hand. Model parameter estimates are presented in Tables A.3 and A.4 in the Appendix for both the square-root and OECD scales and some basic descriptive statistics on age and YSM are provided in Table A .5.
The number of years since migration (YSM) does indeed have a significantly negative effect on the probability of being poor, but the extent of the effect varies substantially across the different ethnic groups. Figure 2 shows the relationship between YSM and the probability of being poor based on the regression coefficients presented in Table A .3 and A.4 in the Appendix for married men without children at age 40, the average age of working age immigrants in Norway 11 . We present diagrams for four different levels of education in order to simultaneously examine the effect of education on the probability of being poor in the various ethnic groups. While the expected differences in poverty results for the two different equivalence scales as described in Section 2 suggest that the estimated effect of YSM may have a different magnitude for the different scales, inspection of the coefficient estimates show that at least the sign of the effect is robust with respect to the choice of equivalence scale. In addition, the diagrams in Figure 2 suggest that the magnitude of the effect of YSM as well as the relative differences between the ethnic groups with respect to education level are also very similar for the two equivalence scales. 
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The predicted probabilities are calculated with the following variables held constant: age 40 (average age of working age immigrants in Norway), couple without children, male. African immigrants generally have a low predicted probability of being poor, but in light of that group's small size and the large standard deviations associated with the estimates for that group (see Table A .3 and A.4 in the Appendix), caution should be exercised in interpreting those results. Nordic immigrants are most similar to their native Norwegian counterparts shortly after arrival and their probability of being poor converges relatively quickly to a level similar to that of the native population. In light of the large degree of similarity in language, human capital and culture among the Nordic countries, one would expect that such immigrants face very little integration or assimilation difficulties and, hence, that just such a picture would emerge. This leaves the seemingly lack of a strong effect of YSM among Asian immigrants as the anomaly in this context, a topic which will be considered in greater detail in light of the general discussion and interpretation of results in the following discussion section.
Finally, it is also interesting to note that the differences between the groups in terms of the (starting) level of poverty probability seem to be smaller for higher education levels and that the groups converge more quickly to a common level for immigrants (excluding Asian immigrants) for higher education levels than for the lower ones. In particular, immigrants from different ethnic groups with a very high level of education (second level higher education degree) exhibit only small differences in the probability of being poor, while there is a large degree of dispersion in the probability of being poor for immigrants of different ethnic origin with a low level of education. This suggests that education leads to a certain degree of similarity between groups from the onset or very early on, that is, before or shortly after they arrive in Norway.
Poverty Defined in Terms of Three-Year Income
In a previous study of poverty in Norway, Aaberge et al. (1999) pointed out that annual income might not provide the best method of measuring (income) poverty.
Annual results fail to consider the issues of transitions into and out of poverty as well as poverty duration. If, for example, many of the persons classified as poor based on annual income experience only temporary stints of poverty, then the annual measure may exaggerate poverty results both in extent and severity. Within this context, persistent low-income over several years constitutes a far greater threat to welfare than short-term income fluctuations that may lead to a classification as poor in one particular year.
The same income definition as above is used in this section, but the time period is extended from one to three years: in other words, individuals are considered chronically poor if their equivalent income after tax for the entire three-year period 1995-1997 lies below 50 % of the median for that period. As with the annual results presented above, the poverty line was first constructed based on the population of all persons residing in Norway during the relevant period, but the population used in later regressions will be that of working-age persons not in education. Table 6 and Table 7 indicate that the percentage of chronically poor as well as the effect of the move from annual income to three-year income varies across ethnic groups. Also in this case the native Norwegian population seems to fare best: very few natives are chronically poor and almost half of the poor in the native population in any given year are not considered chronically poor when income from several years is used to define the poverty line. A large portion of annual poverty in the native population can, thus, be attributed to income fluctuations that may not have a highly detrimental effect on welfare in the long run. Immigrants tend to have a higher proportion of chronically poor in their ranks than natives and fewer of the immigrants registered as poor with an annual measure in a given year escape classification as chronically poor. Figure 3 , which is based on the estimated coefficients presented in Table A.6 and A.7 in the Appendix, indicates that a negative relationship between YSM and the probability of chronic poverty also exists, although the slopes of the curves appear to be flatter than with an annual measure of poverty. In this respect it should however be noted that, due to the definition of chronic poverty used here, the population consists of only those immigrants who were in the country all three years 1995-1997. Hence, immigrants with YSM less than three could not be included in this analysis. This may, in part, account for the lower starting points for the curves in Figure 3 compared with those in Figure 2 . Nonetheless, that alone cannot account for the differences between the figures: the effect of income fluctuations and the differences between the various ethnic groups in that regard must also play a part. Figure 2 and Figure 3 also shows that the move from an annual measure of poverty to a chronic one influences results for immigrants with lower education levels the most. That suggests that immigrants with lower education levels may often experience short-term stints of poverty, but nonetheless escape poverty when a longer accounting period is used as the basis for defining poverty. The curves for immigrants with higher education levels exhibit such an effect to a far lesser extent.
Comparison of
The relative importance of the effect as we move from an annual to a chronic measure also varies greatly across ethnic groups. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 8 1 9 2 0 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5
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The predicted probabilities are calculated with the following variables held constant: age 40 (average age of working age immigrants in Norway), couple without children, male. groups, account for nearly as much as labor income. That does lend support to our claim that focusing on wage assimilation may not provide the whole story with regards to the welfare assimilation of immigrants, i.e. the extent to which immigrants are able to avoid very low levels of income in a manner similar to natives. Labor income and the type of assimilation that occurs with respect to wages has an undeniably large effect, but Figure 4 demonstrates that it may not be the only relevant factor. 
Discussion
The results in the preceding section suggest three main questions: why might a negative relationship between YSM (years since migration) and the probability of poverty exist, why might the extent of that effect vary across ethnic groups and, finally, what might our findings fail to take into account? In exploring these questions we would like to also keep in mind the seemingly weak YSM effect for Asian immigrants.
Some of the possible reasons for the observed negative relationship between YSM and the probability of being poor will surely lie with the labor market participation of immigrants. As mentioned in the introduction, studies on the assimilation of immigrant wages relative to the native population suggest that some assimilation does take place, that is, that immigrants' wages do, after a sufficiently long period in the country, increase relative to the wages of natives. Such growth in wages relative to the native population may raise some immigrants (and their households) out of poverty after a certain amount of time. In addition, the labor market participation of immigrants may increase over time either through lower unemployment or by means of more immigrants actually pursuing employment. While the relationship from improved labor market income, either through rising relative wages or increased labor market participation, and lower incidence of poverty is more or less a direct one, it is nonetheless difficult to ascertain the actual mechanisms leading to higher relative wages and/or labor market participation. Borjas (1994) points out the importance language acquisition has been given in the literature attempting to explain some sort of difference in human capital accumulation between immigrants and natives as the mechanism underlying wage assimilation. Borjas also notes that while many of these studies indicate very large returns to language capital for immigrants, they often fail to take into account the potential selection bias in acquiring language proficiency in the first place, that is, that high-wage workers may simply have or quickly acquire better language skills, not vice versa.
However, as emphasized in the introduction, human capital accumulation and labor market performance are far from the only aspects that enter into poverty analysis.
The tax and social security system can also have a direct influence on immigrants'
income and, hence, the probability of being poor via tax deductions, universal transfers and means-tested programs as well as indirectly by means of labor market and educational programs with long-term returns. Moreover, the tax and social security system of any country may be difficult even for natives to understand, never mind immigrants who face difficulties with the language and culture. After some time in the country, immigrants may be better able to understand and benefit from the various programs available. In addition, even if immigrants have problems on the labor market, participation in temporary, part-time or low-paying jobs may nonetheless help them obtain rights to such benefits as unemployment and disability insurance as well as loans and stipends for education or other means of accumulating human capital; at the same time, once immigrants do manage to obtain steady employment with wages that raise them above the poverty line, the rights they have earned through such employment can prevent them from falling back into poverty in the event of unemployment, sickness or simply old-age.
The effects of the two aforementioned aspects-labor market participation and eligibility and participation in the tax and social security system-may also differ across the various immigrant groups. As already indicated with respect to Nordic immigrants, certain groups will be expected to have little adjustment problems from the start. Hence, their labor market performance would be expected to be better from the onset implying that their starting probability of being poor would be lower and the effect from addition years in the country less. Other groups may start out at a very high level due to initial difficulties that are easily overcome over time. That scenario fits in well with the picture for Eastern European immigrants, who start off at a very high probability of being poor, but experience a rapid decrease in the probability of poverty over time. The formal and cultural ties to these countries were for obvious historical reasons less developed than the ties with Western Europe and, hence, one would expect that that group would experience initial difficulties. At the same time, that group certainly shares in what could be considered a common European background.
Hence, they would be expected to have less trouble in overcoming initial difficulties than other groups with far less in common culturally and could, therefore, be more successful in raising their income above the poverty line.
In addition, immigrant groups may differ in the networks and ties they form Vietnam constitute two of the largest immigrants groups in Norway and are, in addition, two of the non-Western groups that have been in the country in substantial numbers the longest. As such, these groups would be good candidates for strong ethnic community networks, with all of the potential effects described above. Several different scenarios are possible: new arrivals from Asia may by themselves have a much higher probability of being poor, but help from the ethnic community prevents them from becoming poor early on. This could also be the case if large numbers of new arrivals come as family members and therefore join households made up of immigrants with longer 'experience' in Norway and a lower probability of being poor.
That suggests that the 'true' curve for Asian immigrants might start at a much higher level and then have a steeper slope than we can observe. The effect of YSM might, in other words, exist as immigrants become more self-sufficient and less reliant on aid from their ethnic community, but that might not be observable in our data. Strong ties within such ethnic communities might, however, also lead to a situation in which the immigrants largely stay within their own communities and do not gain the skills and knowledge they need to improve their income and escape from poverty.
Another possible scenario also brings up a major drawback or possible shortcoming of our analysis. The cross-sectional nature of our data may mean that the curves presented in Figures 1 and 2 do not represent assimilation effects at all or only to a far lesser degree than suggested by the graphs. They might instead reflect differences in cohort groups over time. In other words, the immigrants who arrived 20 years ago may have in some important ways been better suited to succeed in their new environment and therefore even at the time of their arrival had a lower probability of poverty. Such a possible deterioration of cohort quality may also have taken place to a lesser or greater extent in different ethnic groups, thus explaining the differences in the slopes of the curves in Figures 1 and 2 . Differences in the economic climate at the time of arrival might also have contributed to differences in the probability of poverty for different cohort groups.
In a similar manner, it could be argued that non-random selection effects may also have an impact on our results. The low probability of poverty among what is essentially earlier immigrant cohorts may reflect a situation in which only successful immigrants remained in Norway, while unsuccessful immigrants-those that were unable to raise their standard of living above a certain level such as the poverty linereturned to their native countries or went elsewhere. In other words, the immigrants from earlier cohort groups that still turn up in our data may represent a non-random positive selection of the immigrants that entered the country at earlier dates versus more recently.
A Norwegian study of the migration behavior of immigrants to Norway (Tysse and Keilman, 1998) suggests that the potential for such self-selection is, however, small among non-Western immigrants 12 . Strikingly, the percentage of non-Western immigrants remaining in the country is largely unaffected by their employment status: 96% of employed immigrants from Eastern Europe as well as Asia, Africa and South and Central America remain in the country 5-10 years after initial immigration while over 97% of the unemployed immigrants from those same regions are also still residing in the country. 13
While the results we have presented here do for the most part suggest a negative relationship between the length of time in Norway and immigrants' probability of being poor, they also suggest a number of questions for further research.
With time we will be able to track the same immigrants as a panel with a longer time series in order to attempt to separate the cohort effect from the true effect of increased assimilation. In addition, the actual mechanisms leading to the negative relationship need to be uncovered by looking more closely at how such issues as labor market performance, human capital accumulation, and transfers relate to immigrants' probability of poverty. 
OECD Scale
The predicted probabilities are calculated with the following variables held constant: YSM=10 for immigrants, couple without children, male, high school education. 
